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-The MAILING DATE o f this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
THF RFPLY FILED FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 

Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

ExteosiroVL .ay be Obtained under 37CFR,.,36(a,T.eda.e on w^^ 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b}. 

1 □ A Notice Of Appeal was filed on . Appellanfs Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal, 
2.IE1 The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) lEl they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the Issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) m they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) M they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 
NOTE: new claims 131-150 pres ent new issues. 

3 □ Applicant's reply has overcome the following re]ection(s): . • 

4.n Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 
5 m The a)n affidavit, b)0 exhibit, or c)K request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 

application in condition for allowance because: ,Sse Continuation Shea t. 
6.n The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 
raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)S will not be entered or b)D will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: 

Claim(s) objected to: 

Clalm(s) rejected: 111-130 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 



7. 



8.n The proposed drawing correction filed on is afl approved or b)^ disapproved by the Examiner. 

90 Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s){ PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

lO.D other: ^ 



KenKeth^^amsey 
Prinr)^^^xa miner 
Jni^^Q 
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Continuation of 5. does NOT place ihe application in condition for allowance because: the Inoue reference, see especially column 8, 
lines 9-15, and column 16, lines 36-40, teaches discharging the electrodes to remove impurities (which stabilizes the illumumous 
intensity and discharge characteristics and thus is an aging step) at any time during the gas introduction and evacuation and teaches 
using a gas inlet and a gas outlet to simplify the gas flushing. Plural periods of aging the electrodes within the display area are also 
taught by Inoue at column 19, lines 47-50. The Itoh reference teaches interrupting the aging step periodically by a gas flushing step, 
Applicants reference to the water vapor pressure of the gas is without merit since it would have been obvious to keep the partial pressure 
of a known contaminant at a low level. 
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Primary Examiner 
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